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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: In claim 6, the claimed "means of suitable software is used in order to 
predict possible causes of presence of pests, causes of alarm and/or suggest possible actions, and 
that the collected data is correlated and integrated with the database" is not support in the 
Specification. It is unclear of how the software is able to predict possible causes of presence of 
pests? predict possible causes of alarm?. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Claim 1, terms "may" in line 10, "and/or" in line 1 1 and 12, claim 5 
term "capable" in line 3 are indefinite, they are not appropriate to be used in the claim, because 
they are not specifically define claimed subject matter. 

4. Further more, in claim 1 : It is unclear of the claimed "software modules incorporating 
self-learning in response to generated data and predetermined responses in view of incoming 
collected data", whereby: 1) what is the generated data? 2) what are the predetermined 
responses? According to the claimed language and structure, it is not clear what the performing 
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and results of the software modules incorporating self-learning and the limitation is lack of 
relationship with the rest of the limitation in the claim. 

5. Claim 1 is recites the limitation "the type" in line 2, "the collected data" in line 5, "the 
treated data" in line 1 1 and "generated data and predetermined responses" in lines 13-14. There 
insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-9 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gardner, Jr. et al. [US 6,937,156] in view of Shima [US 7,239,720] and further in view of 
Cooper etal. [US 6,885,299]. 

Regarding claim 1 : Gardner discloses a pest control system [see Figs. 1 and 3C] 
comprising: 

-one or more detection units (1 1 or 800) and means (803, 801) as shown in Figs. 3A and 
3C are for identifying pest type, whereby, capacitance sensing circuit 803 measures change in 
electrode of each pest entered grid (801), based on the a characteristic change which to determine 
the size and type of pest [see Abstract and col. 2, lines 23-33, col. 4, lines 54-61], 

- means (14) for electronically communicating the collected data to a local server (16), 
the local communication server (16) comprises means (15) for receiving input (22) from the 
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detection units (1 1) and transmits the input to a central system server (17), which collects and 
treat data received from one or more discrete remote local communications servers such that the 
treated data such as store in database (log registration) and generates a report for each of the 
traps (as cited in col. 6, lines 60-68 and col. 7, lines 5-16), 

-software modules is inhered in the system [as cited in col. 11, lines 13-17 and col. 6, 
lines 52-67], use to response to incoming data received from capacitive sensing device, Gardner 
does not specifically mention that software program is a self-learning program. Shima teaches an 
optical monitoring apparatus comprises, a software program that is able to decide whether the 
detected object is a human body, small animal, pest or insect, based upon the detected image [see 
col. 7, lines 32-60], that is obvious of constituting that the software program is a self-adjusting 
program that have multiple dynamic threshold levels, which is same as self-learning program. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious of one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the self-learning program as suggested by Shima in the pest 
monitoring system of Gardner, so that the system can be detected and determined more than one 
type of pests. Gardner does not specifically mention that the collected data is being encrypted 
before transmitted to the local server. Data encryption is known in communication art, that uses 
to prevent any but the intended recipient from reading that data, which teaches in a locating and 
monitoring insect of Cooper et al., [as cited in col. 1, lines 34-35 and col. 5, lines 14-15]. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious of one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ a data encryption device as suggested by Cooper et al. into the 
system of Gardner, so that the data transmission can be protected and not be interfered with other 
signals. 
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Regarding claim 2: Gardner further discloses the pest is a rodent and sensor 12 is a 
movement sensor [see col. 5, lines 40-41]. 

Regarding claim 3 : Gardner discloses insect detection sensor is a movement detector 
(12) [see col. 5, lines 40-41]. 

Regarding claim 4: Gardner further discloses sensor (12) includes a means for 
exterminating (kills) pests [col. 5, lines 32-33]. 

Regarding claim 5 : Gardner further teaches that the status report on the current status of 
the detection unit at predetermined time intervals and can be transmitted directly to computer 
(16) when action is detected [see col. 9, lines 1-15]. 

Regarding claim 6: Gardner and Shima made obvious in claim 1 above, wherein, Shima 
has taught that software program that be able to estimate the type of detected object (e.g. small 
animal, insect or human) base upon object size and speed. In that suggestion, it is obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art would recognize that software program having dynamic 
thresholds would be used to classify the type of pests and how the pest being determined. 

Regarding claims 7-8: Gardner further discloses that communication between the 
components in traditional wireless means such as radio frequency or Internet [see Fig. 1, col. 5, 
lines 56-65]. 

Regarding claim 9: Gardner, Shima and Cooper made obvious above, Gardner states that 
the location data is contained with the identification data of the detector unit, but fails to show a 
GPS unit for determining the position, Cooper et al. further teaches a GPS unit for determining 
the position of the sensor [see Abstract]. It would have been obvious of one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention to employ a GPS unit as suggested by Cooper 
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et al, so the location of the pest detector can be determined more precisely 

Regarding claim 1 1 : Gardner further discloses that the communication between the trap 
(809) to remote location is via Internet [see col. 9, lines 36-45]. 

Regarding claim 12: Gardner, Shima and Cooper made obvious above, Shima further 
teaches that the animal body moving speed is being detected in order to determine what type of 
animal is being detected, the body moving speed would consider as the activity of an 
approaching animal/pest toward the detection unit. It would have been obvious of one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the activity (moving 
speed) of that particular pest as suggested by Shima, in the pest identifying process of the 
combination above, would make the pest identifying process more easier and accurate. 

Regarding claim 13: Gardner, Shima and Cooper made obvious above, Shima further 
teaches that the animal body moving speed is being detected in order to determine what type of 
animal is being detected, the body moving speed would consider as the physical factors of an 
approaching animal/pest toward the detection unit. It would have been obvious of one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the physical factors 
(moving speed) of that particular pest as suggested by Shima, in the pest identifying process of 
the combination above, would make the pest identifying process more easier and accurate. 

Regarding claim 14: Gardner further discloses that the database (25) can reside on local 
computer (16) [see col. 7, lines 1-2], which suggested that the local communication server (16) 
would includes means for processing and storing said input in an accessible storage medium 
(such as database). 
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8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gardner, Jr. et al, 
in view of Shima and Cooper et al, and further in view of Roberts [US6,792,395]. 

Regarding claim 10: Gardner and the combination disclose all the limitations as 
described above, except for not specifically mention about GSM wireless communication, 
Roberts teaches a remote detector monitoring system comprises a GSM communication method 
[col. 5, lines 62-63] which transmits pest or bait related data [see col. 6, lines 41-57]. It would 
have been obvious of one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention to 
employ a GSM transmission method as suggested by Roberts, as an alternative communication 
method technology. 

9. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gardner, Jr. et al, 
in view of Shima and Cooper et al., and further in view of Landwehr et al. [US 2005/0025357]. 

Regarding claim 1 5 : Gardner and the combination made obvious above, except for not 
specifically mention that digital camera is use for identifying the type of pest. Landwehr teaches 
a method and system for detecting and classifying objects in images such as insects comprising, 
a digital camera and software programmed for identifying the type of insect [see the Abstract]. It 
would have been obvious of one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use digital camera in the detection unit as additional parameter information of pest data, 
which would make identification process easier and accurate. 



Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
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disclosure. Lee US 7,385,483, Meehan US 4,884,064 and Mafra-NEto et al. US 2003/0069697. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SON M. TANG whose telephone number is (571)272-2962. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 5/8. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu can be reached on (571)272-2964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/ST/ 



/Daniel Wu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



